An object is an organism of colours, smells, sounds and tactile appearances which symbolize, modify and accord with each other by a real logic that it is the task of science to make explicit. (Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception 48/38/45)
The invisible of the visible. … There is a Wesen [essence] of red, which is not the Wesen of green; but it is a Wesen that in principle is accessible as soon as the seeing is given, has then no more need to be thought; seeing is this sort of thought that has no need to think to possess the Wesen. (The Visible and the Invisible 300-1/247)
I. Animality, Nature and Ontology
Merleau-Ponty often turns to animals for clues to the analysis of experience, nature and ontology.
1 For example, in the Structure of Behaviour (SB) he discovers conceptual keys to the body and mind not in Cartesian ideas of machines or a geometricized nature, but in animal behaviour as manifesting a dynamic, structural logic in which parts and wholes are implicated in one another in relation to norms. In the Phenomenology of Perception (PhP) he conceptualizes perceived things as having a physiognomic logic kin to that of animal bodies. And in the Visible and the Invisible (VI) and his later lectures on institution (LI) and nature (LN) he begins to explore the thought that being itself, as engendering such phenomena, has a developmental logic echoing that of the animal and the embryo.
2 clockwork machines is repaid by thinking nature is clockwork. Two thousand years earlier, we crafted nature on the model of human craft. In short, we have tended to model nature on our material or conceptual technology, conforming it to the way we build or think, and thence we think of being not merely on the model of beings but on the model of technological or idealized beings-especially mathematical beings. So it seems odd to work in Merleau-Ponty's direction, which would conform our concepts to nature's animate being-although in recent years some scientists have been driven to ever more dynamic conceptions that seek their model in nature (Smolin; Prigogine and Stengers; Schneider and Sagan; Woese) and some philosophers have We might think of this as a post-modern version of a pre-Socratic question. The pre-Socratics sought an archē within nature, but the consequent crystallization of subjectivity, peaking in the modern, cast that archē in the mold of our thinking and thence of our machines and mathematics. How might we now seek an archē in nature's own terms, an archē above the turn (as Bergson [184] might put it) where experience is cut up and conceptualized according to pragmatic demands of our thinking or building? Bergson finds this archē in durée. 4 I want to show how Merleau-Ponty's philosophy, given its tendencies, could find a clue to such an archē in a logic of animality, specifically in a profound and peculiar logic manifest in animal faces.
Basically, for an animal to have a face is for a surface of being to become something more than just a surface, to become something that inherently indicates something else, such that (as we will see) being has evolved a zone in which its own essence (Wesen) shines. Such an essence is not some transcendent and purely invisible principle, but is rather an essence in existence, an invisible visible in the visible, an invisible of the visible. The animal face thus is a clue to a logic whereby being, through animate movement, deepens itself through internally inflecting its own essence. It is also thereby a phenomenon that, as shown below, can help us understand the peculiar relation between the visible and the invisible, a relation that is key to Merleau-Ponty's later thinking.
To develop these points, I gradually explicate the peculiar logic of faces, through a study of animal phenomena. I then show how this logic echoes the physiognomic structure of perception that Merleau-Ponty detects in his earlier philosophy, and exemplifies and clarifies a logic elemental to his later ontology. I thereby shed light on the above epigraphs. To handle the question why the logic of the face can manifest this analogy or homology with the logic of perception and ontology, why the face can clue us in to an archē within nature, I turn to embryology, suggesting that the logic of the face ramifies a deeper logic of being. The face is a phenomenon that can reveal a conceptual framework appropriate to the study of nature because the face as natural phenomenon is structured by a deeper movement and logic of being that the face also reveals. The face is something like a lens into the onto-logic of being. This lens lets me suggest that what underlies Merleau-Ponty's later ontology is a sort of logic of animality.
I must emphasize that here and throughout the word "animal" should be read not as a noun but as an adjective designating that which is animate, that which moves and elaborates itself.
Really, the ultimate focus is not so much on animals (animaux), on animals as substantives, but on what Merleau-Ponty calls (in his lectures on institution, LI BN 13-17, and also in LN)
animalité. I understand animality as a sort of virtual logic that is actualized by animal beings in an exemplary way, but that is actualized by other sorts of beings as well-even by being itself.
When I use "animal" as a substantive, it should be read as shorthand for "animal being"-a being exemplifying animality.
In other words, while the discussion below challenges idealist, mathematical, mechanist, anthropic or subjectivist ontologies, it does not aim to replace these with a kind of animism which would say that being is made of animals or is an animal. (Such an animism would once again model being on beings, just a different kind of being.) The point is rather that being and animal beings have a kindred logic of animality, and that animal beings in their animality can clue us into this logic. When seeking to interpret another culture, we would be wise to seek the testimony of an 'informant' whose life is informed by that culture from within. In evolution, animals (including we human animals) leverage the dynamics of being such that animality is informed from within by the structuring power of the way things go. Animals thus stand as internal 'informants' of the dynamics of being. The methodological thought here is that instead of trying to read and articulate the dynamics of being through our machinery or conceptual presuppositions we might read an underlying dynamics of being, its archē, from within, via the testimony provided by animal bodies and movements-including our own animal bodies.
II. Animal Faces
Faces are a striking and central feature of the animal world. If I am not mistaken there are no locomotory vertebrate or arthropod animals that lack faces. It seems that the Earthly evolution David Morris of self-locomoting, rigidified bodies concentrates guiding senses in the animal's forward moving surface, and this means having a face, a way of facing the world. Indeed, on the embryogenetic level the face is integral with the vertebrate body plan and its enervation: vertebrate embryo development is organized around the formation, down the long axis of the body, of a neural tube, which tube is precursor to the central nervous system; neural crest cells migrating through the neural tube during its formation give rise to the neural system and brain but also (via cranial neural crest cells) to the structures of the face including its skeleton, muscles, teeth, eyes, and inner ear (Sperber; Wolpert) .
But faces are not merely a central physiological feature of animal bodies, nor are they merely a place where animal perception meets the world in an especially focused way, they are central to animal being, to animals as moving with and against each other, since they are surfaces in which animals show and read one another's behaviour. Indeed, in faces we see something of an animal's basic way of seeing, being seen by, and being with, other animals. There are, for example, flock and herd faces, as in fish, horses and cattle, and flocking birds, whose side-placed eyes are good for seeing wingmates when moving together as a flock in face of the world. There are loner and confronting faces, as in predatory birds, human and non-human primates, cats and dogs, whose forward facing eyes are good for seeing prey or facing one another. There are also swarm faces, as in insects whose compound eyes are good for seeing in three dimensional swarms. And other dimensions of animal relations can be read in the face's abilities of smelling, hearing, touching, picking up heat, vibration and pressure, and so on. animal terms faces are not just physical surfaces. The face of a given animal is a surface whose animal being implicates it in something 'exterior' to it, namely the perception and vision of other animals, more broadly in the realm of exterior animation as a whole.
More important for our purposes is that the face also implicates something 'interior' to it, namely the given animal's animality, the animal's movement and tendencies as something further than and beyond the facial surface, which can, nonetheless, be read in that surface.
Indeed, this realm of 'interior' animation is only manifest as such insofar as it surfaces in 'exteriority,' in the face broadly construed. Here we get an inkling of the peculiar logic of the face, a logic of animality that, as we will see, mixes the interior and exterior, thus challenging our conceptual tendency to easily divide them. What is really striking about the face, in other words, what pre-occupies us below, is not simply the centrality of the face to the empirical phenomenon of animal bodies and behaviour, but something conceptual, a peculiar logic implied each time a face is grasped or operates as a face. What is even more striking is that this logic of faces is so obvious and taken for granted that we usually overlook it.
My task is to let us be struck by a difficult logic that is staring us right in the face. In keeping with my initial remarks, my strategy for achieving this is to let the face itself show its endogenous logic. I do this by having the face confront us with its details, which are worked out through several overlapping studies of the faces of animals, including we human animals. 6 I do this gradually, spiralling into the central issue, because-and I cannot emphasize this enoughthe logic of the face is profound: catching the back and forth relations, reversals and complexities revealed in the face is much like finding beneath the easily grasped words of one's language the vast depths of différance.
III. The Logic of the Face
To begin our study it is helpful to remember that our word "logic," which we on first glance take as designating the abstract science or principle of thinking, derives from the Greek word "logos," which is notoriously untranslatable, partly because it has a host of connotations far broader than suggested by current usage of the word "logic." In earlier non-philosophical usage, "logos" has the following connotations: the account of something, a story or narrative; the worth or esteem of something; the process of thinking something over by weighing its pros and cons; a cause, reason or argument for something; the truth of the matter as opposed to its pretexts; the correspondence, relation or proportion of terms; words and language. In philosophical usage, it acquires the connotation of a general principle or rule; the faculty of reason; a formula for something (see . Informed by the Greek sense of "logos," we might broadly grasp a logic as that which accounts for the balance or structure of relations that makes something worthy of being what it is, or that which, in its effects, gives an argument for a thing being the way that it is (as in the argument of a novel). in words. So it might help to think of the face as a logos that is its own word, a wild word that is tamed when formulated in our words and tradition. But if the face as wild logos could speak in our tongue, the word that it would be, as we shall see, is both "of" and "as," a wild "of/as" that at once echoes the complex logic of relations that we express with the words "of" and "as," yet bewilders our usual ontology and thus serves as a clue to a different ontology.
We can start exposing the logic of the face with a simple but remarkable observation. An animal face is the face of a body, and expresses the whole of that body. This is vivid in the surface that other animals look at is interior to the transparent skin, rather than being at the skin itself.
Let us consider some further observations of Portmann. The hummingbird's iridescent colours are not due merely to pigmentation but to minute variations in physical structure, as in the shimmering colours of an oil slick (which colours are caused by slight variations in the slick's thickness). In the hummingbird these effects are produced by modifications in the development of the barbules of the feather (barbules are the tiny individual branching featherstrands). What is notable in the hummingbird is that these physical modifications only occur in the outermost, visible parts of the feather, not in the inner part of the feather, which are covered and made invisible by overlapping feathers. Similarly, in some duck species, individual wing feathers are striped to one side of the shaft but are blank of striping on the other side; but in the wing, the blank side of a feather is overlapped by the striped side of another feather, so the feathers as a whole display a continuous striped pattern. These evolved modifications to feathers clearly have nothing to do with flying or warming functions, and since there are different modifications in the visible and invisible parts of the feather, these differences have clearly evolved in relation to the animal's overall visibility. Visibility, not just local function, is an issue in animal evolution. This is emphasized by the coloured sac around the organs in transparent animals because the sac is of no physiological benefit to the animal, and has not evolved in opaque animals. Its only function, according to Portmann, could be the way it makes the animal look to another animal.
More recent studies (Ruxton, Sherratt and Speed) are inherently going to be visible. As Merleau-Ponty might put it, the condition of seeing is being seen.) The opacity of the sac lets the organism control the visibility of digested food that it cannot render transparent. The sac literally encrypts the food, burying it in a crypt.
This brings us closer to the peculiar logic of the face, for we would have to note that the sac's function is therefore not achieved in the sac's own material, but in a relation that stretches beyond this surface to the innards it envelops. The sac's function is to screen innards, ensuring that innards are not visible in their own terms; but really this means the sac's function is to make innards be outwardly visible in a different way, to encrypt them, to hide them in plain sight as a coded message conceals its content. The visibility of the sac predicates invisibility of the innards and of food: it 'shows' the innards as something not to be seen, as something to be hidden. The sac, as part of the animal's greater face, thus operates as a logos of its body: it tells the story of its body, gives an account of it, it gives the argument of the animal's way of life (at least in part), in the way that the novel gives the argument of its protagonist. A zoologist who does not see that the transparent animal argues for its own concept of itself in the way it makes itself visible is not really grasping the animal as a living orientation to its environment, and is thus not really grasping an animal-an animate, lived body, a Leib-but merely a Körper, a body as object.
The paradoxical logic of the face now comes to the fore. The animal Leib-in this case the transparent body which makes itself invisible in order to hide its life from other animals-is nowhere to be seen except in the story told of it by the animal's greater face as something visible. Put otherwise: The sac pertains to the body, it is the logos of the body. It shows the logos of the body as a body to be hidden. But the logos that shows this is also engendered in, is of, the very body modified by this logos and by the as relation. What we have here is a logos within a being, a logos that modifies a being from within. We have a being that from within itself 'doubles,' a being that within itself shows itself as not being its matter merely, but as 'doubled', because it has a different essence (Wesen), a different thing that it is to-have-been, beyond its mere matter. The transparent animal leverages the optical properties of matter in order to be hidden on an animal register of visibility that is beyond the merely optical or material. Yet: this "beyond" has its being nowhere else than in matter that moves in an animal way and that, as animal, evolved a greater face through which it shows its "beyond" in its own depths. The hiddenness of the animal is 'doubled' right on 'top of' its optical visibility.
In the language of subject and predicates, it is not as if the transparent animal's logos predicates something (hiddenness) of an animal subject already there in advance of and naked of this predicate, or as if, on the other hand, there could be a predicate of hiddenness in advance of the animal subject engendered by this logos. In other words, in general a facial logos and its subject are not two things. It is not the case that the facial logos adds independently existing predicates to a body that already stands as animal in advance of its predicates. The facial logos is a sort of deepening or inflection of the body (an internal 'doubling'), a deepening that first engenders the body as showing inner depths of animality. This relation poses a challenge to an ontology in which the subject and predicate would be distinct and in which the subject would be a purely invisible substratum or hypokeimenon, a bearer of predicates without any predicates of its own, for the animal subject is only there as animal insofar as it predicates (for example)
hiddenness and animality of itself. This relation also challenges an ontology in which essences are in a transcendent beyond: the animal shows its animal 'essence' within itself. The paradoxical logic of the face thus manifests something ontologically significant, for it is the logic of an invisible of the visible, of invisible depths of the visible that are, however, nowhere else than in the visible, specifically in the face as the visible of the invisible (in the face as that which makes the invisible visible). We shall return to these ontological points. I now want to both temper and ramify the complex logic we are tracing, by working through further examples.
When I curl up in the morning with blanket and book on the sofa of my friends, their cat
Charlie will near inevitably come to nestle in the crook of my legs, stretching out to be petted, blinking at me as she arches her head and back away from her stomach. In a remarkably detailed phenomenological analysis, Elizabeth Behnke writes of being taught by her cat Sheba "to return a blink" and notes that "an exchange of blinks is a well documented greeting ritual between cats, with the interruption of the gaze by the blink indicating a willingness to establish and maintain friendly relations and mutual respect" (105). In a phenomenological study of the intercorporeal nature of bodily expressivity, Kym Maclaren writes that:
…Gregory Bateson has argued that the "instinctual" rituals, that two dogs, for instance, enact in meeting and greeting each other are not instinctual in the sense of being preprogrammed and automatic circuits. The rituals are rather a matter of the two dogs expressively and intercorporeally determining the situation, and working out a shared world. Animals, Bateson asserts, cannot use negations. They cannot say "I will not bite." What they do, instead, is they act out a kind of reductio ad absurdum: they play at biting and fighting, for instance, in order to reveal to each other that "it is biting that I am not doing." In this way, they "discover or rediscover friendship." (250) The cat ritual of blinking would seem to share the same underlying logic: in interrupting the gaze, Charlie reveals that it is gazing at me as a potential threat or rival that she is not doing. In this way she shows she is relating to me not as a threat or rival, and not as threatened or rivaled by me, but as a friend (and wanting to be petted). (Note that we humans do similar things: when two rivals stare each other down, one might "blink first" and back off.) Two points are of note here. First, as in Bateson's example, the logos (the meaning and underlying structural logic) of this gesture is inherently intercorporeal. For Charlie's blink to have the meaning of inviting friendship it must interrupt a mutual, intercorporeal gaze between possible animal rivals. Second, I said above that when Charlie blinks, "she is relating to me not as a threat or rival … but as a friend" (emphasis added). The important point here is that her blink reveals a "she," a 'Charliecat' who is much more than just her blink. The blink reveals a suite of movements (comportments of friendship) counterpart to and implicit in the blink, sequel and prequel to the blink, movements that are not the same as the blink yet are gathered together and revealed as friendly right in the blink. So the blink is not merely a superficial add-on that signifies an animal body that would already, independent of the blink, be friendly. The blink makes possible a show that gathers together friendliness, that makes friendliness an explicit intercorporeal issue. The blink and the friendliness are not logically external to one another. Whither the internal relation of the blink and friendliness? Recall that the friendly logos of the blink is intercorporeal, implicated in the blink's interruption of a relation to another's gazing body, and is thus dependent on and rooted in other bodies. But it is also intracorporeal, implicated and rooted in a relation to a moving body further to the blink (Charlie's body as 'behind' the blink, as that which the blink is the friendliness of). This further moving cat-body, though, in turn implies a blink (or other gesture) through which it shows up, a blink that makes visible a logos of bodily friendliness that would otherwise be invisible as such, or more accurately, would otherwise not even register or be an issue at all, be neither visible nor invisible.
The blink is the visible of an invisible (of a friendliness that cannot be directly presented in any simple given, immediate visible surface), an invisible that would not even be invisible without its visible (the blink) that gathers and shows it. So this invisible (the friendliness) is thus of the visible: it is an invisible implicated and engendered in the visible through which alone it is revealed as such, it is an invisible that shows up in depths generated within the visible. Just as the dog ritual of not biting can only be performed across two bodies, the cat ritual of blinking can only be performed across a depth between a face and a body further to it. But the depths of this further body are, paradoxically, only revealed as such, engendered, in the face.
Portmann's observations prompt a thought experiment that helps with this point. Imagine that our skin and faces were transparent, showing our organs. Imagine me trying to understand you by looking into your innards, as someone divines the guts of birds for signs; this would be incomprehensible. It is rather because your surfaces are opaque, and because this surface opacity concentrates in your highly mobile face, that I can have a gut feeling about you and your feelings. It is because I cannot optically see your innards that I can see some depths of your being on the surface, through your face. Much as Merleau-Ponty ("Eye and Mind" 182) notes that you do not see tiling as being on the bottom of the pool despite the water and undulating reflections, I see some of the depths of your being, what might (wrongly) be called your interior states, not despite the undulatory opacity of your face, but because of it. The paradox is that the depths of your being are shown nowhere else than in the surface of your face (and greater face), but that these depths are nowise the same as that surface-and yet are not somewhere else.
Again, in the face we see a being inflecting itself, engendering its own interior depths. who it is the face of. For Merleau-Ponty, painting is metaphysically significant precisely because it is not simply present in its surface, because it presents a depth in a surface. The depth in question is not a distance between points in an already constituted system, it is a depth instituted and made possible by that surface, a depth of a surface. So too with the face. Even if Mona Lisa had never existed in depth as a physical body, painting her face would still open up the depths of her being, a who, within a painted surface. Closer to our point, Alice remarks of the Cheshire cat (when it vanishes from tail to head, leaving a lingering grin) that "'I've often seen a cat without a grin'… 'but a grin without a cat! It's the most curious thing I ever saw in my in all my life!'" (Carroll 67 ). But what she really is seeing is a grin that is in itself of a vanished cat, or more precisely a grin that is curious because it does not show the cat body of which it is nonetheless the grin. But we need not turn to painting and novels for testimony on this point, for one form of animal crypsis (see Portmann, Camouflage; Ruxton, Sherratt and Speed) plays on precisely this depth aspect of the face, as, for example, when butterflies evolve wings with eyespots that make them look, to other animals, like faces of birds: the depths of the bird are there within the 'fake'
face-not a grin without a cat, but an avian gaze without the bird. The face, as letting us see something further than the face, which can yet only appear within the facial surface, institutes a metaphysically peculiar depth dimension, akin to that of painting. It institutes an invisible within the visible, an invisible of the visible.
To venture a summary, which will not however capture all the back and forth complexities suggested above and that would remain to be traced in the face: An animal face is of (about, but also engendered of) the animal depths that it shows. But it is also that which first of all shows these depths as animal, it manifests or institutes a depth of animality within an animal being by letting those depths surface in the face-but the depths that surface are not there in advance of or apart from their face.
Recalling that this showing of animal depths in animal faces is a showing of these depths to other animals, we can link this point with Merleau-Ponty. In VI he writes that as soon as "we see other seers," as soon as we experience our bodies as coupled with a world and with others who locate us in a place from which we see, we experience a body that makes itself "the outside of its inside and the inside of its outside" (VI 188-9/143-4). The point traced above is that the face itself manifests this logic of the body being "the outside of its inside and the inside of its outside." The logic of the face thus contests the ontological division between interiority and exteriority that Merleau-Ponty challenged from SB onward. 9 A face grasped as such manifests the body as a 'doubling' back on itself, such that an interior 'essence' is inflected within it and shines in it externally. In short, the face is a visible exterior that manifests interior, invisible depths, which are not, however, purely invisible, nowhere to be seen, because they precisely show themselves in the visible-an invisible of the visible.
IV. Faces and Perception
We are now in a position to grasp how the logic of the perceived world is kin to the logic of faces and how things thus have a "physiognomy" and are "organisms of colours, smells, sounds and tactile appearances," as Merleau-Ponty writes in the Phenomenology (69/57/66, 48/38/45).
In the "Primacy of Perception and Its Philosophical Consequences" (13-14), Merleau-Ponty rehearses the Phenomenology's view of perception through a discussion of perceiving a lamp, beginning from the simple but remarkable observation that a lamp has hidden sides that cannot be seen but nonetheless are sides of the lamp. The hidden sides are not represented by me, they
are not there as belonging to some ideal lamp of which it "is true that the lamp has a back," in which case I would, on the register of truth and the ideal, grasp and have present to me the lamp in its entirety, with the backside merely operating under a different cognitive sign than the front.
It is no mere epistemological or truth claim that the hidden sides are there, they are there. The hidden sides are present, but present in a different way than the visible side-they are present as eluding and escaping full presence. Indeed, Merleau-Ponty's profound point in PhP is that the reality and veracity of things, their truth as things, hinges on the impossibility of grasping or having them be present in their entirety. Truth hinges on a perceptual inexhaustibility. This inexhaustibility could not of course be fully presented all at once or in exhaustive detail. Yet, paradoxically, this inexhaustibility is indicated in aspects that things do make present to us. Thus when I see the lamp:
I grasp the unseen side as present, and I do not affirm that the back of the lamp exists in the same sense that I say the solution of a problem exists. The hidden side is present in its own way. It is in my vicinity … [Perception] reveals another modality which is neither the ideal and necessary being of geometry nor the simple sensory event…. ("Primacy of Perception" 14)
I want to say that the modality of the back of the lamp is cognate to the modality of the body of the face. The back of the lamp is there as missing in its front side in the way that the animal body of the Cheshire cat is there as missing in its vanishing grin or as the friendly animality of Charlie-cat is there in her blink. The logic of the in-principle inexhaustible relations between the perceptual aspects of real perceived things (as opposed to hallucinated, illusory, idealized or imagined things) is cognate to the logic of the face: the face and its body are in principle irreducible to one another, cannot be exhausted by each other, yet are inseparable from each other; the body as inexhaustibly beyond the face depends for its very inexhaustibility on its divergence from a face from which it cannot, however, be separated. The front is the front of the lamp, and as (merely) front of the lamp, it shows the lamp as lamp, as having further sides, in the way that the face is of the animal, and as the face of the animal shows the animal as animal, as having a further inexhaustible animality manifest in the face.
The front of the lamp is not merely the optically visible front of an object the back of which is optically invisible, nowhere to be seen. Merleau-Ponty's point is that the back of the lamp, and But at this point an important qualifier is needed. It is very tempting above to speak of the face of the lamp as being the visible of its invisible, and so on, to say that the lamp's front is its face. That would, after all, be the natural way to put it in English, in which we speak of the side of thing that is most visible and closest to one (the side facing one) as a face of the thing. But the fact that perceived things manifest a logic that is cognate to the logic of animal faces does not mean that things have faces in the way that animals have faces. For one thing, a thing's front can be taken as merely a front, it can be physically or conceptually separated from the thing, as when we physically or mentally detach the front of a house from the house. For another, the side that stands as a thing's face keeps changing as different sides of it face one. Neither of these points hold for the face of an animal, for the face proper. The animal face in its very being as face insists on its integrity with its body: the separation of the face and its body leaves us with a face in name only, or nightmare cinema. 10 And the aspect of the animal that is its face is fixed, rather than being variant. In other words, the animal's face is its face for the animal itself, whereas the thing's front stands as its face for the perceiver. On this analysis, when speaking of the faces of things, we are, strictly speaking, using a word that sounds the same yet is different than the word we use to speak of animal faces. So we can speak here of "thing-faces" versus "animal-faces."
(When I use the term "face" without qualification I mean "animal-face.") Yet the fact that we actually use words that sound the same for these two cases suggests that the English language has grasped that the two cases have cognate logics, have similar operating principles. We are left with a question as to the relation between the two cases: Is there something more than cognate or analogous logics here? We will have to come back to this question-and this will complicate our point.
V. Faces and Ontology
I now want to explore a far more daring thought: that being has a logic of animality.
Elizabeth Behnke insightfully notes that Merleau-Ponty's later philosophy is a criticism of what
she calls "frontality," an attitude in which nature, being, space, duration and so on are posited as objects over-against a subject who surveys them from above or the outside, and in which nature is posited as a totality of things that are spread out outside of one another, with no internal relations (95). Frontality posits things as fronts that have no further depths, as things that stand solely within themselves as fronts for other things. What we have seen above is that, remarkably, Merleau-Ponty's criticism of frontal ontologies is already implied in his analysis of perception and his view of perceived things as "organisms," since his point is that, for example, the front of the lamp does not stand in a frontal relation (in the above sense) to the back of the lamp, because the fronts and backs of perceived things are internally related in the way that faces are internally related to bodies. What is even more remarkable is that we can find this criticism embodied in the wild, for Merleau-Ponty's point is already implied in the very logic of faces. Faces are an PhaenEx original clue to the refutation of the logic and ontology of frontality for they are, as we have seen, not fronts over-against something external to them, they are inherently of, endogenous to, that which they front.
Faces thus limn, in being itself, in the wild, a central and difficult figure of the ontology that Merleau-Ponty is working out in The Visible and the Invisible, namely: the invisible of the visible (see VI 274/220, 300-1/247, 305/251). The logos of things, and of being, is not something directly visible or perceivable, as is, say, the red light bouncing off the carpet. The logos is in this sense invisible. But this does not mean that the invisible logos is purely invisible, nowhere to be seen. The invisible logos is seen nowhere else than in the visible, its invisibility is visible in the visible. For example, the visible red light glancing off the carpet shows itself to us not just as red, but as the redness of a carpet, it shows an 'essence' of red. The visible red thus inflects itself, deepens, into a redness which is not visible in the same way as the red light. But this invisible redness is seen nowhere else than in the red. And according to Merleau-Ponty this is not because our thinking projects a redness into things, it is because red itself deepens in this way, it is because being itself is inflected with its own depths. (On the example of red and the carpet, see VI 173-5/131-3.) The invisible is thus of the visible-it is an invisible of and within being, an 'essence' that shows itself right within existence, rather than an invisible beyond being.
This onto-logic is obviously quite paradoxical and difficult. But the logic of the face and the ontology behind it prepares us to grasp this onto-logic because the two logics-of the face and of the invisible of the visible-are, I suggest, kin. Anyone who has seen a face as a face and is prepared to trace out its curious logic can see, at least on a superficial level, what MerleauPonty is up to when he says there is an invisible of the visible: the plain fact is that we see an invisible of the visible each time we see a face as showing something further to it that is not yet the same as the face, yet is the very sense of the face. The redness is seen in the red in the way that the friendliness is seen in the blink. (An objector could argue that the friendliness is seen in the blink only by way our projecting it into the blink, and likewise with the redness. But our analysis above insisted that the friendliness is not there in advance of or apart from the blink. The blink is the phenomenon through which alone friendliness can show up as such, although it is not identical with the friendliness. Friendliness is no mere projection, it is internal to the blink, yet different than it. Similarly, Merleau-Ponty's emphatic point in VI is that the redness is no mere projection but is in the red. What we are tracing here is a version of the paradoxical logic of Merleau-Ponteian expression (see Waldenfels). The blink expresses the friendliness. And as I suggest below, Merleau-Ponty's view in VI is more or less that the visible expresses invisible essences.)
The question, of course, is one just raised with respect to faces and perception at the end of the last section: Is this link between the logic of faces and the onto-logic of essences, the onto-logic of the invisible of the visible, anything more than an analogy? Again, we will have to come back to this question. Aristotle, and the neo-Platonists (with their doctrine of the overflow of the invisible "one" into the visible) is the of relation: how is it that the visible is of the invisible? How are visible things related to seemingly invisible forms, ideas, essences? (Note that the usual take on Platonism presents an ontology of frontality: things are merely fronts for the real things, ideas, which ideas are (seemingly) external to things as mere fronts-but this ontology breaks down around this externality and the of relation, leading, say, to the neo-Platonist "one" which fronts itself through overflow.)
Second, the intimacy of the visible and the invisible is central to Husserl's concept of the intuition of essences, the Wesensschau, which is meant to revise the classical Platonic conception of ideas. Husserl's claim is that essences, even categorical essences, are given through intuitions, via a process of variation (Husserl; Levinas) . To see the front of the die as such is to see it as foreshadowing an invariant flow of variant sides. This invariant flow specifies an essential core of the die. The essential core is not directly visible in the front of the die, but it is not purely invisible either, since it appears through the die-front. The visible die-front has its invisible, the essential core that it foreshadows. And the invisible has its visible, since the essential core appears only through the die-front. The die-front functions like the sac that adumbrates the hiddenness of the animal. But on this view of Husserl's, all essences, even of mathematical objects and so on, appear as invisible (phenomenologically inapparent) invariants adumbrated in but really that register is just the visible reduplicated, in disguise, and so explanation is begged.
Merleau-Ponty broaches this problem when he speaks of this as an "ontological diplopia" (VI 220n/166n) that would overlay the object with a separable layer of essences or ideas (as in Cartesian dualism). Instead, in VI, Merleau-Ponty pursues a very different sort of doubling, the intimate 'doubling' we spoke of above, in which being inflects itself with internal depth from within, so that being and its 'essence' are drawn never so close together, until finally being itself is internally double, chiasmic, inseparably being and 'essence,' yet without these two sides coinciding, such that the otherwise invisible essence of being is right there in being, like the "lining [doublure]" of a coat (VI 195/149) , such that the visible is no mere front for its invisible, but is intimately implicated with its invisible. The redness is in the red light, is in the texture of the carpet and of the whole scene, yet is not the same as this scene (VI 173-5/131-3). Redness is the doublure of the scene, and red functions as the thing-face of redness.
So, as Lawlor (Implications of Immanence) observes, Merleau-Ponty's philosophy is a "mixturism" that mixes traditional conceptual poles (e.g., positive and negative, infinite and finite, being and essence) such that the poles must not be separated, yet must not coincide. This inseparable non-coincidence of being and essence, in which being is not given as some immediate spread of parts that are frontally external to one another, in which being is its own depths, which depths first of all gather being as being, is engendered by a movement kin to what Merleau-Ponty calls expression (what Merleau-Ponty, I think, later calls dehiscence). But this expressive mixturism is analogous to the logic of the face discussed above, in which, for example, a subject is engendered only through its predicates, which are not, however, there in advance of the subject. And so the invisible depths of being, like what is expressed in the expression, are not already given in advance, they are engendered, created, within the visible, they are an invisible of the visible, an invisible that is not transcendently beyond the visible.
Being is not entirely determinate, is not ready made, since it always is-or rather always becomes-through its internal depths and distance from itself. On the other hand, being is not entirely indeterminate, for the visible always harbours its own invisible 'essence' within. Indeed, the visible would have no legibility, coherence, order, nothing that it is to be, if it were not the visible of its own internal invisible, if its visibility were not opened up by a deeper invisible.
We can now see why Merleau-Ponty can speak of "[t]he invisible of the visible" and of a
Wesen (essence) that does not need to be grasped by a thought that would penetrate beyond the visible to a purely invisible double, why he can speak of "a Wesen that in principle is accessible as soon as the seeing is given" (VI 247/300-1)-a redness seen in the red. We can also see how this kind of ontology clearly challenges traditional essentialism and the traditional concept of essences, because it mixes essences into the dynamics of being, so an essence would no longer have the fixed lines of an already specified to-be or have-to-have-been. Essences no longer have to be essentially this way or that, since they are markers of a further but still open-ended to-be within the being of things, as Charlie's blink marks a further to-be of her body.
Finally, we can see how animal faces and their logic can serve as a template or exemplar for tracing and grasping the sort of logic central to an ontology of the invisible of the visible. We can also see how grasping the logic of faces in fact turns us toward the onto-logic of the invisible of the visible: trying to lay out the relation between the face and that of which it is the face is quite difficult within a classical frontal ontology of essences; the relation would be much more easily grasped in an anti-frontal ontology of internal relations, an ontology in which being and beings are their own invisible depths.
But still: Aren't faces and their logic just metaphors or analogies for the onto-logic of being? Is there really some deeper kinship between faces and being?
VI. The Kinship of Faces and Being: Animality in Embryo
How is that faces can serve as exemplars for the structural logic of perceived things, even for the onto-logic of being? We might think that this is because of our thinking, subjectivity or perceptual apparatus. For example, we might think that (given the centrality and importance of faces to animals and their inherently inter-animal behaviour) face perception was crucial to our evolution as animals. So a kind of parsing logic first geared to faces carried over into our parsing of perceived things in general and thence informed the sort of logic we use, such that we are wont to experience perceived things as having a face-logic and to eventually think of being on such a model. On the contrary, I want to briefly suggest that our discovery of a face-logic in perceived things and being is not some subjective imposition or superficial evolutionary inheritance. Our having faces and thus evolving to be perceptually centred on them; things having faces; and being having a non-frontal logic kin to the logic of the face-these phenomena arise from an actual kinship, they are manifestations of one underlying logic. I argue that this underlying logic is rightly called a logic of animality.
This suggestion stems from thinking about current results and approaches in embryology.
Again, the strategy here is to look to animal being for clues as to the way that nature and thence being move and structure themselves. The Cartesian philosophy severed the intimate relation between matter and form central to Aristotelian philosophy, so that matter ended up being entirely unformed, blank, a neutral substrate near naked of all properties. The consequence of this Cartesian move is that nature is conceptually cut up according to the demands of our thinking, according to our need for a clean break between form and content, which break allows for mathematical idealizations of nature, or allows nature to be modelled as the sort of machine built by a human engineer (who first abstracts a clear purpose for the machine and then builds the means to realize it, by linking up 'frontally' modularized functions, versus an evolution in which 'purposes' stand out only after a long muddling through, and functions too are muddled together and internally overlap). Once nature is modelled along these mathematical/mechanical lines animal embryogenesis becomes quite a problem-how to explain how a machine grows (see Smith)? And, within this mathematical/mechanical framework, once the modern synthesis discovers the gene as central mechanism of the evolution of species and develops mathematical/statistical approaches for analyzing the relation between genes and animal populations, the problem of embryogenesis is wrongly and unfortunately put on the back burner or taken as a problem that is minor in comparison to the successes of the genetic approach to evolution-even though for Darwin the embryogenesis of the individual and the evolution of species were of a piece, two modulations of the same plastic animal process (see Amundson) .
Further, when the problem of embryogenesis is first taken up within the genetic framework, it is conceptualized as the playing out of a genetic program: to exaggerate only a little, embryogenesis is conceived as the distribution of basically neutral matter according to an ideal form stored in the genes (see Kirschner and Gerhart; Carroll; Goodwin; Minelli; Amundson; Jablonka and Lamb) . Bluntly, Darwin's central challenge had been to the idea of any sort of essence of species. But on the level of individual bodies, a logic of essences, a frontal ontology in which genetic programs stand behind bodily organization, snuck back into biology via the success of genetics.
Current science, specifically the program of evolutionary-developmental science, or "evodevo" (which puts evolution and development back together again, as with Darwin) exposes a challenge to this logic of frontality in the embryo itself. The problem of animal embryogenesis is how one totipotent egg cell turns into a host of different specialized cell types that are laid out and organized in the form of an adult animal. The classical genetic solution is to say that the genes entirely drive this process, that they entirely contain, as it were, the map of the organism and a specification of its differentia. The form is specified in advance and independent of the content. Evo-devo by no means contests the important role of genes, but shows how genes on their own could not solve the problem of embryogenesis. Genetic 'form' and bodily 'content' are interdependent, modulate one another, are not really separable from one another in terms of their real operation. For example, Brian Goodwin argues that the leaves of vascular plants and the limbs and digits of vertebrates acquire their radial or branching patterns (the variations of which are pervasive across and distinctive of vascular plant and vertebrate species) not through genetics merely but through tensions (due to inter-cell adhesion, etc.) endogenous to the very growth and multiplication of cells through which alone a single cell becomes a plant or animal. In the way that sand grains 'grow' into a conical pile without an essence of conicity being inscribed in the grains, the growth of cells within a plant or animal skin, just in virtue of growth dynamics, tends to certain forms of organization, although of course plant or animal growth is, unlike that of the sand pile, also modulated by genes. To give a different example, embryogenesis needs to account for the fact that, say, legs and not antennae grow at a certain spot in the animal body, and that the body spreads out so it has such spots in specific places. Evo-devo argues that this map of the body is not contained in the genes per se, but in the way that the growing body, as it spreads out, interacts with genetic signals spreading out through the body, such that these interactions end up specifying zones that call for cells growing in them to differentiate as, say, a leg versus an antenna (Kirschner and Gerhar; Carroll) .
In other words, the animal body does not end up with a leg attached to a thoracic segment by way of there already being a body to which a thoracic segment is then added, to which a leg is then attached, as we would build or conceptualize a machine. The animal body does not grow by a mechanical logic of frontality, with parts spread out external to one another and then added together. The spread of the animal's growing body is one in which the growing parts always emerge within a dynamic relation that encompasses the whole, where the dynamics of this relation internally differentiate regions that will then differentiate as thorax and leg, such that these regions and these differentiations are always internal to one another's dynamics, such that the growth of a leg here is always counterpart in process to the growth of an antenna there (which is why mutations can happen at the level of legs and antennae exchanging places, etc.).
Indeed, from the perspective of evo-devo the problem of embryogenesis is how to break up this overall dynamic of internality into distinctive regions, how to, for example, counter pleiotropy, the tendency a genetic signal would have to produce the same effect everywhere in the animal body.
The important point so far is that the development of the animal body is not governed by a genetic 'essence' but leverages the dynamics of cells. Now the structure of the face and its relation to the body and the body's animality are an outgrowth of these dynamics. If we trace the growth of the vertebrate face back into embryology (Sperber) we find that the face is no mere add-on to the vertebrate body, like a monitor added to a computer as an output mechanism, but is The face, then, is an outgrowth of an embryological process that physically and biologically differentiates and mixes insides and outsides in ways that challenge a frontal conception of the relation of inside and outside, interior and exterior. And this process works by means that challenge a logic of frontality that would separate form and content or think of parts as external to one another. Indeed, this process leverages cellular dynamics that point back to a deeper dynamis, power, of moving matter, a power of spread out movements of matter inhering in one another. On its finest levels it would seem that the growth of the embryo is not to be modelled on the lines of bricks being added to a building, but of waves or spheres of influence and relation spreading out, hollowing, turning inside out, deepening, and so on. Our analysis of the face showed that it challenges the logic of frontality and the division of inside and outside because the face is the outside of its own inside, it is the surfacing of its own interiorly inflected depths. In other words, for Merleau-Ponty the body makes itself "the outside of its inside and the inside of its outside" (VI 188-9/143-4). And we saw that this "mixturism" of outside and inside is strikingly manifest in the logic of the face. What I am suggesting here is that the face develops and evolves this way in virtue of processes that themselves challenge frontality. The logic of the animal face, in other words, is a sort of lens onto the logic of the development and evolution of which the animal face is a sediment. The face thus lets us see into a logic of nature that we might otherwise overlook. Put otherwise, the face is the visible of a logic of nature that might otherwise be invisible, or be concealed by our conceptual presuppositions. The logic that the face reveals is nothing other than: the logic of the invisible of the visible, a logic whereby visible spreads of stuff have an invisible internal excess by way of their being internal to one another in their spread. In other words, spread out stuff is not inert and neutral matter, because each part of it, like a part of the embryo, is implicated in other parts, and in virtue of the dynamics of this implication, stuff has something more to it than is visible on first glance. A piece of stuff can gain a new kind of determinacy beyond its present determinacy by way of this internal implication. There is a sort of hollow or underdeterminacy in stuff, yet stuff is not entirely indeterminate either, for what hollows it out is a logic that internally and movingly binds it to other stuff and thus limits it. This anti-frontal logic is what we first found in the animal face and then in the development of the animal. It is a logic of dynamic links that organize themselves through their very movement, the sort of organizing in movement that is characteristic of animal beings as manifesting animality. For this reason I claim that it is rightly called a logic of animality.
Our tendency has been to conceptualize nature as an array of parts spread out external to one another, in already given dimensions of space, time, or space-time, dimensions external to stuff. The logic of animality here being identified challenges this tendency, for it is a logic in which bits of stuff have an internality to one another, a moving affiliation, a primordial spreadoutness prior to their being arrayed in space and time, in which the animate movement of bits of stuff in relation to other bits is generative of the differentiation of determinate parts and their spread-outness, with all this taking place in a sphere of animation that is itself generated by this very movement of differentiation-in the way that the formation of the face is generative of the distance between the face and its body, of the 'facial space' in which bodies appear as bodies of faces.
It seems to me that Merleau-Ponty is heading in something like this direction. Second, in the lectures on institution, in a discussion of animality (animalité) and the embryo (specifically, in an analysis of results by Ruyer about the processes behind legs becoming left or right legs), Merleau-Ponty writes that the organism is specified by a "plasticity" that is nonetheless "limited by issues of place," so that the fate of parts is an institution that "is absolutely nothing given along with innate internal structure" yet "is never independent of the given (time and place)" (LI BN 16). Here Merleau-Ponty is speaking against a frontal logic of essences and is arguing that time and place are crucial to the embryo yet are not wholly determinative of it. He then writes that there is "no precise limit between organization and life (Bergson) " and that causality and determination are "releases" of "trans-spatial feed-backs" in which "what acts in returning upon the cause" is "no mere divergence [écart] between a result and a material goal" but "a divergence between a result and an 'idea'" (16). I think he is seeing that there is no wholly specified plan/idea for the embryo given in advance, rather the logic of the embryo is the logic of a spread out process internally inflecting its own depths, such that the ongoing processual result of this inflection 'doubles' or shadows itself with its own 'idea'-like a moving bicycle that (in diverging or precessing from its line of movement in such a way as to be pulled back to it) shows that its movement is 'doubled' with an 'ideal' trajectory. Thus the 'idea' of the organism emerges in a sort of internal divergence between an ongoing result and its internally inflected idea, an idea that only becomes manifest in that result and in that divergence, a new kind of idea that is thus an invisible of a visible. It seems that Merleau-Ponty is here and also in the lectures on nature 15 preparing himself to see a kinship between the logic of animality whereby the embryo develops into an animal, and the logic of being as becoming through écart, chiasm, dehiscence, reversibility, and an invisible of the visible.
In the lectures on institution Merleau-Ponty calls this movement of écart, wherein a result deepens into and engenders the idea that first motivates it, institution (which term relates to but contrasts with his earlier notion of expression). Perhaps we could conclude, then, by saying that the animal face is an institution: Charlie's blink institutes her body as animal and friendly, and it institutes a possibility of interspecies friendliness. In doing so, her face, its relation to her body, her face's relation to her development and her species evolution, all show that the institutional logic of the face, because literally growing out of the evolving movements of nature and being, is kin to the deeper logic of institution, of "trans-spatial feed-backs" through which spread out stuff can internally diverge and acquire depths that first of all reveal being's internal excess. But this excess inherent within being is thence kin to the excess of animality inherent within the animal face, and the logic of being's excess is kin to the logic of spread out parts gathering depths that is manifest in the animal face and in its embryological development. Being affords institutions such as evolved animal bodies, animal faces, animal expression, our expressions, our linguistic institutions, our meanings, our philosophies-institutions that gather being as having its own internal coherence-because being manifests a logic of animality, in which spread out movements are logically prior to the externally differentiated parts, spaces and times that are so central to traditional frontal ontologies. Institution and thence animality, in other words, deepen
Merleau-Ponty's earlier logic of expression by rooting it in a logic of being, rather than just in subjectivity.
So in the animal face as the visible of its invisible, and in the invisible of the visible animal face, we catch a glimmer of an onto-logic of being, an ontology of animality that challenges traditional frontal ontologies.
Notes
5 Here I will be focusing on the face as visual. This is because the visual dimension especially emphasizes structures that stretch over distances. However, the logic of the face that is articulated below also belongs to the tangible, the olfactory and the gustatory. In the tangible we can feel that what we are touching is just a thing-face of that thing; e.g., in feeling the rigid surface of the soup-can we feel that it is not its sloshing contents, which are the invisible but present insides of this surface. While we can feel this in touch, vision makes this hiddenness explicit in a glance, it shows us what is hidden more directly. We can also, of course, smell the animal's fear in the animal's scent. For extraordinary observations about the human face as both being central to and transformed by the experience of blindness-as figuring in the non-visual world-see Hull.
6 Faces are of course central to the lives of human animals: the face has long been a topic of interest to poets and philosophers (from Plato to Levinas) and of course is central to visual and plastic art. As a famous study by Meltzoff and Moore shows, infants latch on to faces just minutes after birth, and faces remain central to us thereafter; see, e. 9 See, for example, his point that "The phenomenon of life appeared…when a piece of extension, by the disposition of its movements and by the allusion that each movement makes to all the others, turned back upon itself and began to express something, to manifest an interior being externally" (SB 175/162).
